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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking ﬂ‘
MB Docket No. 04-233 Z,%

| submit the following comments in response to the Loca/?gfa pdcatlce of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"}, released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. 2

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendrbr:&t rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so fﬁ‘and must not be adopted.

(1 The FCC must not force radio stations, espemally religlous tl)!:%srgadcasters to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory bodrd proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

{2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of ceriain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

{5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, {b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233 FCC Mail Room
{ submit the following comments in response to the Locarisr%g woﬁ&?oy Pforﬁsed Rulemaking (the “NPRM”), released

Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. 25 3

Many of the proposals in NPRM, contrary to the FCC’s stated objectives, would harm both localism and diversity of
viewpoints. :

The true welisprings of localism and diversity are smaler marketradio gtaﬁpng and stations offering specialized
programming (inciuding religion, foreign language, ethnic and alternative programming). These types of stations also
serve as important gateways for new entrants seeking business opportunities in broadcasting - increasing ownership
among those traditionally underrepresented.

But just as major operating costs are quickly rising, and more Americans are tuming to new media, the NPRM proposes
measures that would substantially raise costs — something that wili be keenly felt among small market and specialized
programming broadcasters. The rational economic response will be service cutbacks or outright shutdowns. Neither
outcome is in the public interest.

One of these ill-advised proposals would force radio stations to curtaif reliance on labor-saving technology. An end to
unstaffed operations will not improve responsiveness to a local community. To the contrary, it will likely lead stations to
broadcast fewer hours or shut down aliogether. Unattended operation with proper safeguards has helped small stations
provide more service through efficiency. Take that away, and the Commission will create strong disincentive for
stations to stay on during the iate evening or early morning hours, hours during which very little revenue is generated.
The increased operational costs will lead new entrepreneurs, including women and minorities, to look elsewhere to
invest their savings and sweat equity.

The Commission must also reject proposal that would further fimit where broadcasters can locate their main studios.
The Commission acted in the public interest when it adopted rules many years ago to permit stations greater flexibility in
selecting the location of their main studios, particularly in situations in which a broadcaster operates stations licensed to
several nearby communities. If the Commission were to force each station to establish its main studio only in that
station's community of license, the result would be that broadcasters - particularly small market and speciality
programming broadcasters -- would have to divert their limited financial resources from supporting and enhancing
quality programming to covering additional and unnecessary real estate costs.

The FCC should also jettison proposals forcing stations to give away airtime to community groups. One proposal would
even enforce public access requirements, similar to cable PEG channels. Cable has dozens, even hundreds of
charnels from which it can profit, but smaller market radio and stations serving smali specialized audiences do not.
Free is not really free to those who struggle every day just to keep the eiectricity flowing, the programming going, and
the local news coverad.

Smaller stations are keenly attuned to the communities they serve — it is how they rerain in business. But the balance
is delicate, and the Commission must not take action that will tip the balance so stations cut back on service or drop out.
There is no ‘public interest’ in service that is both diminished and less diverse.

Respectfully subrnitted,
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking ‘ c’(ed
Wb Docket NO. 04-233 ae ce\\led & inspe

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed R”'W m‘[tﬁ'\t"\
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. 7 »
/

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amend‘?f?egqhtFQQlMger
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopt

{1 The FCC must not force radio stations, especiaily religious broadcasters, to take aé:?ce from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory boardproposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from thos¢ who don't share their
values couid face increased harassment, complain{s and even loss of license for ehbdsing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming:” The First

Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating winal viewpainis a breadcasier,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster

conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not propserly dictated by any government agency = and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitytionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

\)(/’f R [f h/(/[,.[/;,”ﬁ/,(, March 11, 2008
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I submit the foliowing comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Ru éeﬁlxﬁiﬁg
"NPRM”) released Jan. 24, 2008, in MBZ@ﬁcket No. 04-233.
=
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedure;l must 3oifwjalate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM ‘s prqposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates.  Religious broadcasters wno resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest

We urge the ot to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Pfdposed Rulemaking
(the“NPRM”), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233: -

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Ame‘%d ent rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must n@t}e adopted.

7
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious. bsoadcasters t&ake advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM'’s proposed ad\nsgry board pr t?als would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who' resist advice f6m those who
don’t share their values could face increased harassment, complaints a_rjq even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatibl@ viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency — and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposais would force service cutbacks — and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rul_emaking
(the“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket % 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment{ﬁ ts. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be ad ppgp

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters to take advé{g from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM'’s proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who réesist a from those who
don’t share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and evetildss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpaoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a pubiic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency — and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notlce of Proposed Rufgﬂ’@kéng

(the“NPRM”), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04«233 ”44’ 0*5309
R0
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violatg i rst Amendment rights. /f d? //7;,9 v
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so— 'g

u]st not be adopted. a,; S

people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don’t share their values could face increased harassment, complainits- and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency — and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks —~ and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
M8 Docket No. 04-233
o

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notﬂé@tﬁ?yop’&?ed Rulemaking (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. 3{;

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not viclate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and mubt no; be adopted

1 The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcastgré" to take advice from
peopie who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose
such unconsiiiutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share
their vatues could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow
their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The
First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

{2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone
has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3} The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of programming, especially religious programming, is not propery dictated by any government
agency — and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude
on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special
renewal review of cerain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to
coercion of religious broadcasters, Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the
messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal
proceedings.

5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smalier market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location
choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is
contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Ay MJJOJ ..S'ﬁuw&y()(  03/10/2008
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Prop ed Ruiemaking
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism @)t I0g §f Probosed Rulemaking (the
‘NPRM", released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No, 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures muér npt violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so— and ;pust not be adopted.

n The FCC must not force radio stations, especially rehg;od’s broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their vatues. The NPRM’s proposed advisory board proposals would impose
such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share
their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow
their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their pregramming. The
First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly 5 religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turm every radio station inte a public forum where anyone and everyone
has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids impoesition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

{3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of programming, especially refigious programming, is not propery dictated by any government
agency — and proposasls to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude
on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain ticensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special
renewal review of certain ciasses of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to
coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the
messages they correspend to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal
proceedings.

{5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location
choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks -~ and curtailed service is
contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or poiicies discussed above,
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposod Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233 e wh oo™

| submit the following comments in responsa to the Localism Notice of Propose%&v@ﬁéﬁng (the
“‘NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No_04-233.

Any new FCC rules, poficies or procedures musm vjr?te First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and mbgt ?tge adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, o take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRMs,proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcastérs: wh@ resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and ‘even ke of license for choosing to foliow their own
consciences, rather than affowing incompatible viewpoints to shape eir programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3} The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editoriat choices.

4 The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal systom in which certain licensees would be
automstically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true fo their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their befiefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

{5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgsts, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Ralljmg costs with these proposais would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking ‘\1 T

MB Docket No. 04-233 \W‘ 3 @
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| submit the following comments in response fo the Localism Noyfe of Proposed Rulm
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233,

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendmer?t rights, A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted. < 52/

¥} The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religiows bipadcasters, to take advice from
peopie who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory bdsfi proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates, Religious broadcasters who resist advice from who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for cﬁaos%g to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requireaments would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscienfiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any refigion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especiaily religious programming, is not properly dictated by any govemment agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

{4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal systemn in which certain ficensees would be
autornatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain clagses of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
corraspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentiaily ruinous renewal proceedings.

{5 Many Christiah broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity fiowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: () by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, {b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Rati:ing costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RuleﬁG%Mﬂﬂ Room
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04’%&3
. MAR

{
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate ;irP Arge ent rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

{1 The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values, The NPRM's proposed &dvisory, board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice fromythose wha don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster

conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

{5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b} by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
pubiic interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Fjuagakmg (512008
“‘NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233, a”
i ff ROOm
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures muét?wﬁlo Igte First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and-inusf not be adopted.

(1 The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even.loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

{3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4 The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal syutnrr- in which certain licensees would be
automatlcally barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and petentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller.market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a} by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit the following comments in respohse to the LOCEIISI’TLNOUCE of Proposed Ruleﬂﬁ@%ﬁe

“NPRM”), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ?00

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, w%dﬁ SO — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especnally ré%m?s@@adcasters to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
vaiues could face increased harassment, complagints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible v:ewpé’ﬂ'lts to shape their programming. The First
Amendrent prohibits government, including the FCC, from dlctatfag what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so -~ even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
refigious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

{(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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1 submit the following comments in response to th%.oealism Notice of Proposed Ruielmg(ztfmﬂ
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233/ Hip Fo
/3 C Mail B

Any new FCC nues, policies or procedures must not violate First‘ﬂn@ nt rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be a ed.

O0om

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice frofn those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than aliowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. '

{2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposais to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true 1o their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity fiowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks ~ and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the foliowing comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RuiWng-(ta'g
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MEQ%C t No. 04-233. ’ ‘ )
mf? Ma‘\ R(}Om

/ . G
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedurss %u@nc@vrﬁ?ldilne First Amendment rightf q\ number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - a ust not be adopted.

{1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM s, proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters whoiresist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and"éven loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

{3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal appfication processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

{5 Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a chailenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
sgueeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studic locaticn choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rgiemaking (the
“‘NPRM™), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

2008 1
Any new FCC rules, policies or procééﬁre’s%ué?ncf&iﬁl&e First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

M The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters whaq resjst advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints ant-even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, inciuding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates an any religion.

(3} The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5} Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smailer market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio iocation choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RuleszKGﬂtM&il Room
“NPRM}, released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures mu@?goﬁ#@l Flrst Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and m tg_e gnz;)pted

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who' resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of Heense for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpeints to shape their. brogrammmg The First
Amendmenrt prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

{5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smailer market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio tocation choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
pubtic interest.

We urie the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit tha following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemakmg (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Dockat No. 04-233. FCC Mail Room

Any new FCC rules, policies or p First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enamd WMTTS?" ;?d not be adopted.
{1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, cdmplaifitsand even toss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciencas, rather than allowing incompatible viewpbints to shape their programming. The First

Amendment prohibits govemment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

{2) The FCC must net tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even i a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects fo the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion,

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especiaily religious programming, is not properly dictated by any govemmaent agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4 The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters, Those who stay true fo their consciences and present only the messages they
gormespand td thair beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on light budgets, as do many smalier markst secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes fo further
ssqueeaze niche and smaller. market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposais would force service cutbécdks — and curtailed service is contrary lo the
pL_lb|IC interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies d:scussed above.
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposedmﬁua‘kshg (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. oo™
2008 Map wai B
Any new FCC rules, policies or p‘oleﬁ'eé’hﬁtg not violate First Amendment @QQ A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

{1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their vatues. The NPRM'’s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broedcaste}s who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially refigious programming, is not properly dictated by any govemment agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
cohstitutionally-protected editorial choices.

{(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

{5 Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a} by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cuthacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit lowing comments in nasponseto e Localism Nojige o posef. ulﬁk he
*NPRM"), releasmg:“ IZQOQ.‘_M ngﬁcket No. 04-233. @ Q’b %*b ()

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendmignt rights. A I'ft.mber of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so —~ and must not be adopted.

M The FCC must. not.force radio slations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their valuiis, The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcastiers who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits govemment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and sveryone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any govermment agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees wouid be
automatically barred from routine renewal appiication processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves wouid amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and prasent only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expansive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

{5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices,
Raising costs with these proposais would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt nules, procedures or policies discussad above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulémaking y
MB Docket No. 04-233 FCC Mail Room

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
“‘NPRM"}, released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or prog%tﬂé@ mudt et viglai{fFirst Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasté'rswme resistadvice from those who don't share their
values ¢ould face increased harassment, complaints’ and evenJoss of license for choosmg to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their pregramming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

{2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any refigion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The chaice
of programming, especiaily religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves wouid amount to coercion of
refigious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smalier market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main sfudio logation choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposatls discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

&) The FCC must not force radio stations, espaecially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values, The NPRM's propesed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits govemment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

@) The FCC myst not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so ~ even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially refigious programming, is not properly dictated by any govemment agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4 The FCC must not estabiish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves wouid amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay frue to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

6)] Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity fiowing is often a chailenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (@) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices,
Raising costs with these proposais would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit the foliowing comments in response to the, L ocalism Notice of Proposed Rulemgﬂngéthe
“NPRM”), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-238/0F M;f;? / . ‘ O,})

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amefi nt rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do 50 — and must not be adopted.

(1 The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory heard proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice frdrrﬁhose who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prchibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze hiche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: () by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks ~ and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or poficies discussed above.
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